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Introduction . . . . - o o \\

- . - . ~ |
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. . . The econonﬁc situation“in'the-nation has produced an’ awareness '

anonq the ‘tax- nayinq ponu]ation of the hiah costs of providing nub]ic\\ '

\

education Legis]ators snonsor bil]s which support education on the

,one hand, and mandate the inc]usion or. exc]usion of specific curricular\
© R

offerings on the other ‘hand. - The tiaht money situation has. -forced. X

\ \

schoo]s‘fo seek the most’ efficient methods of producinq required educatioh

hal

prograns. Those with the reoutation -for being hioher-than -average cost T a
'become suspect. Dr ver ‘Education: is one ot those programs -
The need for the - ana]ysis of the factors which affect the,cost
of educationaT proqrams is. recoqnized by leoislators School officials,
taxpayers, and researchers Studies of the cost of schoo] orograms \
have general]y not been available. Most cost studies that are avai]able

have been conducted at: the district Tevel

v

The purpose of this study was to investigate the re]ationship

between the average cost per pupi] for driver education in IT]inois and
4 k :
\ selected variables These indenendent variables were: , .
S .
A (1) The locdtion of the schoo] in the State of I]]inois ot

(2)° Averaqe dai]y attendance. (ADA) of the sChoo]
. (3) Assessed valuation per pupi] in the schoo] district
(4) The use of the drivinq simulator, the multinle car driving \\\Nn

range, and/or the use of the dua] controT car as the Taboratory teaching

2 me thod.- AP s

A

‘T\; o (5} The time of the.day, week, or school year: during which the
' laboratory instruction was_ provided J

.-
e 4 ‘
. - .
: N

.
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This studv'was désianed to oather data coﬁénrnjnd dfiver'gducation
proaram cHarq;tekistﬁcs) 1pca1 school district fiscal hases, and driver-
education fiscal factors of a randomlv selacted.samnle af ddhfic schools
in 111inois.  The data viere ﬁathéred from sources in'the I]{indis nffice
of Educatfoﬁ fpr‘the 197é-1973 school vear. One-wav ana]&sis bf'vafiance,3
the scatterplot, and stenwise multinle reargssign eauations were used '
for statistical analysis. '

The author wishes to acknowledqe‘fhe memgers of his dissertation

- ™ committee, Dr. Charles Edwa;ds, Chairman: Drs. Joseph Talkington, W.
Lawrence Nuane, flayton Thomas, and G, Alan Hickrod for their assistance

and encouragement in this project.
~

. _ _Literature Survey

ThéWe are basically two types of research related to this study:

those dealing with instructional methodoloqv, and those dealing with- -

LI

.cost analysis.

v
1

Instructional Methodoloqy

[

Prior td#1920 drive}.instruction wa§ intearated with other'subjects.? '
-a separate driver edugation cour%e was q{ven inAGj1bert,'Minqe§ota, in '
19235 in 1934 Pfmos Meyhart reported on his Pehnsy]vania driver education
' _y ;._ édursg;‘includinq'road inétruction, at the National Safety Coﬁgress in
Chicago,] Bv 1940 over tventv states and several hup&red hiagh schools.
‘taught driver education. That vegr-%he.Ameriqan AsSociatiqn of School
'Administrators forma]]v.acknnwledqéd<séfetv education, including driver
educafion, as an integral nart of the school Qrbdram.
Nuring the war years the needs of the militarv for recruits Qho

"~

could drive cars enhanced-the develonment of driver education as- a
' et

Y
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functional high school proagram, At the end of 1965 68 nercent of the

"

'13 MO schools teachina driver education vere offerinq a minimum “30

t

. and 6" nroaram - 30 hours ‘of classroom and 6hours of in-car behind- the- .

whee] 1nstruct1on N L o ) ‘ '
| Contemnorary dr1 ver educat'lon is comnosed of four 1nstruct1ona1 (
variables: (1) c]assroom 1nstruction, como]emented with: (2)~dua1-contro1
hetween-the-wheel 1nstruct1on: (3) use of a dr1v1nq simulator for part of
the on-street instruction; and/or- (4) use of a multinle-car dr1v1ng range
%or nart of the on—street instruetiont A three-nhase program incorporates

either the simulator or»the driving ranqe: a four-nhase nroqgram ‘includes
S 0o | _

~ The drivina simulator was 1ntroduced on an e{nerimenta] has1s 1n
2{

both opt1ons o _
The Dr1v1nqrﬁ1mu1ator

.

the earlv 1950s. Mumerous stud1es have assessed the worth of the devi

) 2
as a ren]acement for nart of the dualscontrol car instruction. V1rtua11y

all of the ava11ab1e research sunports the con1ecture that twleve hours

of s1mu1at10n 1nstruct10n in conJunction with three hours of dual-control’

1nstruct1on is suff1c1ent to develon annrox1mate1v the samg dr1V1ng know—

1edge, att1tudes, and sk111s as six hours of dual-contro] instruction.

Ihe subst1tut1on rat1o of 4: (foUr hours of s1mu1ated drivina in 11eu of

one hour of,actua1 nract1ce dr1v1no) was adooted by the Nat1ona1 Conference

. on Dr1ver Educat1on in. 1058 The Los ane]es Dr1Votra1ner research a1so

.

4

'suqqested that s1mu1at1on resulted-in. "s hstant1a1 saV1nqs 1n costs. per

pupil and required fewdr teachers." - g\

\1

Thg Mu1t1nle Car Drivinq Panne‘

]

\ | ' 6

/



is in control of a car. Several studies have

" skills. It would appear that availabte rsegea"1
n

- f
the effectiveness and. cost variations of driv‘

Off-street instructfonai methods , 1nc1ud1na tn
range were found to be as. effective as- the on”

No significant differenCes were found among ré

pe
on the McG]ade Road Test4 or with respect to ¥

' of the driving range and the driving simu]atof

e

grams It is generally accepted that s1mulat{

o
dr1v1ng range can reduce the cost of 1nstruCti

“in the results of the 1nstructiohf'

Cost Analysis e
~

Many cost- ef&tweness mode]s have beeﬂ

educationq]‘program\and unit costs. Several 0

\

field of vocational ed'ﬁcation‘5 Other stydies

- average cost figure to school size, using gch?

Several studies have found that assessed yadud

is the most powerful predictor of current gcho

2
In most cost studies the major cé\Poneﬂ

cost .is teacher sa]ary 8 Varv1ng results pave

/

which 1nvest1gated the 1nf1ueqce o# adm1n15traf

re

struct1ona1 program cost

Cost ana1yses of driver education Droafﬂ havet)ee
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o - i : .
of the Superintendent, 1967-1969)% (4) Ney vor¥ % (ﬂeva" 197,_1973):
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and (5) California (Jones, "The Veysey Study", 1969-1970).'°
. L 4

- [ffectiveness of Driver Fducatien =
Co . There is, as of this time, nd quantitatfve eyidence that driver
education; as presentTy~taunht, has any significant inf]uence. one way
or another, on the motor - vehicleé death, i{njury,-and prOperty‘damage
egperience of students who complete the,coursef Some evaluations have
been conducted;' (]) Smith (Detroit,‘1§68):‘(2) Vernon and Phillips
(Texas, 1972); ahd (3) dones (California, 1973)."1 The Tatter study

has been .criticized by a number of aubhorities.!2:

B

The Costs of Driver Education Programs
. . | . Tn ITTin6Ts PubTic SchooTs, |§72-i§73
w7y :
The purpose of this research was to determine the “relationship of ’

selected variables to. the cost per comnleted student of a random]y—

selected samp1e of pub11c s¢hodl driver education programs in I]linois

D
The Study Population - - I e

‘ The study popu]atfon was the 702 public h1gh school attendance

centers in I11inois which offered an approved pr09ram of drtver education
;‘_1n the 1972-1973 school year. A random of samn]e of 147 cases was drawn

from the tab]eqnf random nunbers, enter1ng the table by means, of the. four-

'-_ dig1t code number assigned to each attendance center by the Illino1s Office

i

of Education for routine record keeping. : Metropo11tan Ch1cago attendance

-
.

‘h'ccnters were not included in the ponulat1on

"~ Sources of Data - ' - v ' - ,

_ Three data sources were used in this studv Driver education cdst-
re1ated data was hand cop1ed from NSPI form 34 04 1/73 at the 0ff1ce of
‘ Education. Dr1ver education proaram narameters other than]cost were

hand cop1ed from 1972 1973 drjver education program visitation reports

iy B

N SR 81 | S " .
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Assessed valuation was recorded from the Annual Report of thd Super- =

intendent of Pub]ic Instruction, State. of I1llinois, 1072, "Assessed :

’Valuation and 197? Tax Rates.

Definition of Variables

The following definitions were used in this research:

1
Driver Education Course: All those learming experiences provided
by the school or by the schoql district for the intended purpose
of helping students learn how to use motor vehicles safely and
efficiently, scheduled during grades 9-12. Such driver education
courses include classroom and 1aboratnry instruction as a
unitary course. 13

Apgroved Driver Education Course Any driver education course
certified by the Superintendent of Education as ing at least
. the minimum requirements of the Driver Education gCt and other
- - rules promulgated by the Office of Fducation whid§ are not in- #
- consistent with the prov1SJons of the Driver Eduddtion Act, and .
have been duly filed in the Office of the Secretary o?’State. b

. . a
Classroom Instruction: The part of a driver education course
consisting learning experiences centered in the classroom
which utilifzes effective teaching methods but makes ample use
of field experiences and traffic studwgf
> A
Laboratory Instruction: That part of the driver education course
which provides students with practice driving experiences anpd -
opportunities for driving exper1ences uhder rea] or simulated.
cond1tions )

Practice Driving: That part of 1aboratory 1nstruction which provides
leaming experiences for'the student as an operator behind the

wheel of a dual-control car in traffic or on the nublic roadways
under the direct supervision of a qualified teacher instructing
from the front segt of the car. Time 'spent driving on a multiple-
car facility (a driving range) and/or time spent in simulated
driving may be -substituted for a portion of the dual-control
practice driving.

]
8

Observation ije; That time during which a’'student 1is ri&&zﬁ in
the back seat of a dual-tontrol car ohserving the instruct¥ans of

the teacher and procedures and techniques of the dr1ver is -
practice driving, \ L

.

9
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Dr1v1ng;Range M off-street driving facility on which one or
more cars can be used for student drivina experience under the
- direct supervision of a certified teacher. Usually, several cars
are operated simultaneously, under which condition the facility
may be termed a multiple-car driving range,

Driving Simulators: “Electromechanical devices designed to repre-
sent the driver's compartment of a car through which student
behavioral responses and manipulative procedures can be prac-
ticed and evaluated. : . .

Split Schedule: Sp]it'schedule refers to a classroom- 1aboratory
schedule in whiéﬁ the student completes all requirements of time
and instruction in the classroom and then at |some later time
(days, weeks, or months) begins the laboratory instruction.

Concurrent Schedule: A driver education course in which all phases
of the program are integrated into a single course. Students flow
from one phase to another on a day-to-day basis in order for
-instruction to have maximum effectiveness. 4

Instructor: A paid -employee of the school district, assigned to
teach a subject.” Instructors include those who function as
certified teachers, teacher-aides, laboratory assistants, or

1nd1v1dua112ed 1nstruct10n consu]tants ,

Cost Analysis: The determination of the precise makeup of the ‘
expenditures for a program,

Salary: The amount of monetary payment transferred to an in-
diviﬁua] for services delivered, including\overload pay, but
exclusive of fringe benefits of insurance premiums paid by the
districts; business, personal, or emergency leave with pay: sick
lTeave accumulation beyond ninety days; -and severance pay.

Reimbursement: Payment from the Driver Education Fund or from the
General Fund of I1linois to anproved nrograms of driver education
for expenditures disbursed in the instruction of students in the
program. Reimbursements data are accumulated from OSPI forms

34-02 and 34-03 (Apnendix A). Claim is made by the school district
by filing form 0SPI 34-04, "Driver Education Claims for Reimbursement."
.The state will reimburse each school district for the per capita
cost to the district, not to exceed $10 for each studepnt who com-
pleted classroom instruction, and not to exceed $40 for each student
who completed laboratory instruction.

’
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Average Chsts of Driver fducation_in [11inois | .

The schools in the nopulation sample were divided fnto twenty
qroups by enrollment in driver education. A scatterqram ofrgnrollment

and per capita cost for the total drivor education program 1$ shown in

Table 1. . : ' ' R -
3 /

ytatistical ,analysis of the scattergram by eta squarpd (ﬂ?z = ,129)
and Pearson Product Moment Correlation (r = -0.0947) 1nd1cate a random

pattern relationship, neither 1inear nor CUrv11inoar This suhgests a

-

low degree of .association between per capita cost and the size of the'

enrollment in driver education.

Mean va]ues for: 1;

six I1linois Office of-gﬁ'catwgn Req1ons (Annend1x B) and are given in
Table 2. Per capita cést ranged from $99. 10 to $121.42, with a mean

of $102.43. Approximately threeffourths of the cost was in 1aboratory
opération. Reqgion 6 had schools with the‘smallest aVeraqe enrollment;
it-also had the highes} averade cost for 1aborator§ instruction and for

LN

the driver education course, The average ¢lass size in Region 6 was among

the .smallest. ’Ihis factor would tend to drive the ;er capita cost up,
as would the hoticeab]y higher nurber of average laboratory hours of
instruction in Reqion 6. A correlation matrix shows a positive sfgnific;;t .
.relatiénship_(r = 0.144n7) between assessed valuation and mean expenditure
1 for the educational program in the school. Perhaps the districts in Regign
6 have taxpéyers willing to tax tHemselves to .fund programs which aré above
~ .
minimum standards or above average in contact hours in driver eduEatiqn.
- Or perhaps school officials are simply unaware of statewide cost averages.

S ¥
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* THME 7 (Continued)
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Mean values for'ZOVVariab1es were determined for four types of |
i]aboratory instructiona1 methods: the simuiator, the driufng"range, the
mufator‘@nd driV?hg range comhihation, andddualfcohtrol Tnstruction.
These values arggreported in-~Table 3 : : - . ;&

2

. Var1ation in per capdita cost among the various types of 1aboratory

S

instruct1oh was approximately $10.. Thevfour-phase programs which used
both the simulator andﬂthe.driutngArange for laboratory instruction to
substdtute for dual- control“instruction had-the lowest per capitafcost,
and the Towest average cost per pupil fgr 1ab 1nstruct1on.

’

ﬁrograms which usec the dr1v1ng range _ 1n a three- phase laboratory

. proqram had the h1ghest average cost per punil’ for both the total program

t-~and for 1aboratory expend1ture. At least part of this var1at1on could
- be due to the variation shown in allowab]e suhst1tut1on of mu1}1ole -car

1rstruct1ona1 time for dual- control t1me The three- phase range program

»

used an)average of 3 43 hours of ranqe 1nstpuct1on. rThe four-phase programs'.

used an average of 3.67 hours of ranqe 1nstruct1on, sub9t1tuted at the
rat1o of 2:1 for dua}zcontrol instruct1on In add1tioﬂ, the four-phase

programs used an average of 8.33 hours'of‘s1mu]ator 1nstruct1on, asub-,

stitution of 4:1 for dua] contro] t1me. The cﬁst sav1ngs which could

.

" have becn realized hy the fu]]«hse of the range were not proqrammed into |

N the three-nha,e ranqe, proqramsf tnis underu/}dgzat1op.may represent a
\‘costly error to the school d1str1cts

The three phase<Eahgg programs had an average enro]]mept of 337

This represents the bottor point in enrollment.for schools to beg1n to

I

rea11ze reduct1on in cost due to 1nstruct1ona1 methods It should be . .

noted that the three-phase s1mu1ator courses and the four-phase programs

18
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had. considerably larger enrollment averages, and the dual-control
-schools héd the smallest average enroliment. This suggests the
. ) possibility that economies of scale may be found within the di fferent -

. components of driver education programs.
Mean values for 18 variables were"determided for tde three
. types of Iaboratory schedule: school day on]y, out of—schoo] tdne on]y,
and combination of school day and outiof-school time, These values are
reported in Table 4. |
' When laboratory 1n§;ruct1on was prov1ded exclus1ve1y dur1ng the
regqular schoo] hours, the percap1ta cost was highest. When laboratory
.iustruct1on was offered only after school the average cost was no{
substantially below that of the dur1ng school program. It shdqu be

noted that the State of I11inois regulates that no nrogram be author1zed

which provides all of the laboratory 1nstruct1on outs1de of the schoo]

[

day. _ i
One notable observation is that the programs wjth in-school Tab ’
instruction hgd the lowest average assessed valuation. Yet these schools

- which offered the entire lab program during school hours didsnot have the

lowest mean expenditure per pupil for the educational program of the

\\\\ school ‘ _ _ ~
\ The;average driier education enrollment in the three categor1es
~ are quite different. The smaliest programs scheduled 1ab instruction
exclusively outside the regular school day. Programs schedd]ing labs
exclpsiVely within the school day hed school enroliments about one-hal f
. that d¥ the average; Combination lab instruct1on, offered both during
and after school, had the largest class size, the hjghest mean expen-

diture per pupil for the education program of‘the school, the lowest

.\\\ ' . 23 | ".,
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per capita cost, the Towest ner punil cost for lab instruction, and the
lowest,nrop6rt%0h of driver ‘education exnenditures attributed to

laooratory instruction. . : _

oIt would appear that school officials should consider instruction
. , . - p ) N :
- which is provided both durinag and outside the school day and year to

<

_reduce instructional costs in driver education.

Analysis of Variance in Driver Education Costs
* . R .
To further study the relationship of selected variables to the
- cost per-completad student in driver education, a number of analysis of
variance (One-Way ANOVA) determinations were made.

;;;\fAnAanalysis of variance in per'cépita cost.of driver education\.!

-

amdﬁﬁﬂthe six regions of the State of I]]inois is reported in Tab]e.sf

TABLE 5« .
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE OFTHE ¥0TAL COST ‘
. PER PUPIL IN DRIYER EDUCATION BY
ILLINOIS OFFICE OF/EDUCATION. REGION- - ~
. Soiirce a8 Coms Signi ficance -
‘Between . : ' P
- groups -5 - ) 1189.000 n.s.
Within L
-groups ., 139 o 992.237
Total * 144 . 999,097
&
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The'variation{dn average cost ner punil for the entire“drirer |
education program among the six regions of:the State of I11jnoi§ was
not found to'be statistically significant. _This means that the location
of the program within the State of.IIIinois does not of itself have a "
differential effect on the per canita cost of driver education.

- The variation in the 1aboratory Dort1on of ‘driver education costi"

among the six areas of I111no1s is reported in Table 6.

TABLE 6

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TOTAL LABORATORY
COSTS PER PUPIL BY . Ty
ILLINOIS OFFICE OF EDUCATION RERION

¢>‘ Source Cdf s §ignifitahéé-
- 0&. |
Between - ' >
groups -5 . 722,750 . n.s.
Within |
groups 139 : 712.791 S
Total e - 13337
&\; R Findings of this test 1nd1cate that there was not a S1gnif1cant

'difference in the cost ner pup11 attributed to the’ 1aboratory portion
of -the driver education proqram amona the six regions of I1linois.

Laboratory program costs include sa]ary, maintenance, operation, de- "

: preciation, and sunplies | | S ;1 ) 4

4

An a1ternat1yevway of analyzing the relationship between laboratory )

costs in the six state regions is to consider the percentage of the -

total driver education program expenditures which is attributed to laboratory

29
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“J" alysis of vartance is reported in Table 7
‘ _TABLE 7 .
o ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE PERCENTAGE OF
L ) . DRIVER EDUCATION EXPENDITURES ATTRIBUTED
: ,' TO LABORATORY INSTRUCTION BY THE ILLINOIS
. ' . OFFICE OF EDUCATION REGION o
‘ . IR WA, s ) L.
< . . - . !
‘®  Source . df s ) S'lgn'lf'lcance
4 . . L
Between -» Lo L
' groups = 5 © 39,388 TNeS.
Within . ‘ LT
. groups 139 97.726 .
_Total . 144 " 95.700 '

-

This analysis tested ‘the vari ance in the percentage of ootal dr’"lv_en

- education expenditures, by a{:tendance center, which was attributed to
f\laboratory' 1nstru'ct'i0n compared on tne bas{s of the neg'lon of the State of
I11inois in whi oh the attendance center nas locate‘d Aga'ln'ihe di fferences
among the regions component were’not found to be stat'lst'lcally s1gn1f1cant.
-In a s'lm'llar analysi?? the proport'lon f thé total driver education

: expend'l ture which was attributed to teacher s&ary__ was compared among
- the six I119nois Office of Education regions. A summary of this analysis

is reported in Table 8

That portion of the total driver educatiog expenditure which was
attributed to teacher salary was not found to be statist1ca11y s1gn1f1cant

among the var1ous regions of I11inois.

* | 30
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE PROPORTION OF THE TOTAL COST
NF BRIVED LDUGATICN ATTRIBUTED {0 TEACHER SALARY
BY THE ILLINOIS OFFICE OF EDUCATION REGION

. Source Codf MS  Significance
- Between S .
groups 5 : 0n.on9 ' " n.s.
- Within B : '
groups 139 n.007

Co]]ert1ve1y, Lhnse four ana]yses of var1ance indicated "that

- the ]ocation\of the attendance center w1th1n the state did not of itself

!

account. for the d1ffe¢bnce in se]ected measures of per cap1ta,cost of
~driver education. o . | A “

A second set of ANOVA tests were d1rected toward the relationships .
betwebn per can1ta costs of dr1;er education and enro]]ment data. The
1972-1973 enro11ment in driver educat1on was divided 1nto f1fteen groups
(Table 9) and then into twenty groups (Table 10) with a range of mu1t1p1e :

r.
of fifty pupils in cach’ qroun (sce scattergram, p. 9 ). The results of

these dests are reported below.

Table 9 (fifteen §ize'categokies) and Table,ld (twenty s%ze.cate-
gories)’centain data vhich indicate that theﬁedis no statistical sig-
nificance between total enrollment in driver education andrteta1 per
canita costs of driver education. The~diffefence in per. capita cost

among attendance centers of different enroliments is not statistically

significant.

S 31




TABLE 9

ANALYSIS OF-VARIANCE OF PER CAPITA
COST OF DRIVER EDUCATION BY ENROLLMENT IN
DRIVER EDUCATION - 15 SIZE CATEGORIES -

22

\
© Source | daf MS " Significance
Between 14 1080.592 a.s.
groups . : .
Within 131 / 1014.898
groups / . :
Total R VTR 1021.281
\
TABLE 10
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PER CAPITA
COST OF DRIVER EDUCATION BY ENROLLMENT IN
. ' DRIVER EDUCATION - 20 SIZE CATEGORIES
Source df MS Significance
Between al © .ot
groups 19 - 747:.016 n.s.
 Within - e
- groups 121 788.839
Total 10 . 783.163
\,, !
-
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Another type of enrollment classification 42/B;§Ed on average

daily attendance (ADA). The Illinois Nffice of Eéu ation 1dent1f1es

eight ADA classifications. Each of the samp]e attendance centers was

'_ "

assigned to one of these categories and the var1 anceQetween per capita

cost for the tota] driver education nrogram among thj;eight ADA classes

was investigated. Resu]ts of this test are qﬁnorted n Table 11.

lu., I‘

TABLE 11 ; LA

.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE COST PER DRIVER,
PUPIL BY THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE .§CHOOL D¥STRICT
' BY AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE ¢

: . L
- - .o .'\.l .u.‘ a "

Source ',.df C o s - ,"”;,-SignfﬁﬁcanCe

— o - v - O ‘ﬁ \o - ‘E}
Between ‘ b o B . .
__ groups 7- . 527 143 ';; 4F1m‘s. .
,Within | B

groups - . 139 . 1039.151 & .

ST .

Total 146 "1“‘4-51)3*'; 4

T

Findings éf this test indicate that theré was no significant dff-
ference 1n the per capita cost of driver educat1on among the various
ADA s1ze classes. Th1s re1nforces the previous f1nding that the size of
' the enro]]ment in.driver education is not s1gn1f1cant1y related to. the
per Cap1ta cost of dr1ver educat1on._

A th1rd set of ANOVA analyses examined per capita.cost. factors
' re]ated to the type of laboratory 1nstruction offered: simulation, range,

‘dual-control, and 4-phase (both range and s1mu1at1on, plus dual-control).
_‘-"- . P N f‘

-
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The first of these ana]yéié compared tﬁe per capita cost for the total
;»drivnr educ&fion proarai on tﬂe hasis .of the tvpe of laboratory insfruc-
’tibnal method employed by the'schodls. Results of this ana]ys%s are
- reported in Table 12. & - -

L4

C TABLE 12

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE COST OF DRIVER
EDUCATION PER PUPIL BY THE TYPES OF )

LABORATORY INSTRUCTION METHOD UTILIZED ‘ ' ‘ ?
Source ~ af . | MS . . Significance .
Betwveen A, o A .
_ -g{oups -3 538.0n0 © - A n.s.
Within - o | "
groups ) 143 1024.601

Total 146 , - 1014.808 W

- S

This test suﬁports fhe null hypoghesis éha;_thgré is no différenbe"‘
in the per capita éqst for each pupil who completes driver education when
the variables of simu]ation,‘multiple-car.driV1ng range, gnd an-street ‘
labdfatory phases are' used by the public séﬁbd]s in the sfudy. Tﬁ?#

‘test aiso’ihdicates'thét the exnectation of significant differences in

expendi ture - from the int?dﬁuctionnof either or both the driving simu]atbr;:"

and the driving rangé was not a éenera] outcepe in driver education‘prpgrams’
" in Nlinois in 1972-1973. | |

The Reimbursement C]afms Form NSP1 34-04 (1/73) asks that eaéh ,
school district report the direct cost of adminiﬁtfation'and supervision

for both the yclassroom and the laboratory nhése of driver education.-

34
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The one-way ANOVA test was used to campare the percentage of expenditures /

. /

.reported for administration and supervision of-the total driver education

+ program according to the laboratory instructiona] method emp]oyed by the
/

school. Resu]ts of this test are reported in Table 13. ‘ B

TABLE 13

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE PERCENTAGE OF THE COST OF DRIVER J
"EDUCATION ATTRIBUTED TO ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION BY
THE TYPE OF LABORATORY INSTRUCTION PROVIDED BY THE SCHOOL, -

~

Source Cdf ' MS . Significance
Between ' ' & : \
~ groups 3 13.372 . n.s.
Within ) 3 - e -
groups 143. .- 42.688 .
4 : a

Total. v 146 42.086

X The type of Iaboratory instruction method u$ed by the schoo]s
was. not found to be significantly related to the percentage of the
‘cost of driver education which was attributed to. administration and
. '_ ‘supervision of the total driver education program in this study. This
means that the 4- phase program seems to require no more nor no less 4/
of the supervisory and administrative time or budget.
' A final analysis of variance was used to determine the re]ation-

ship between the percentage of the total driver education expenditure

. _attributed to ]aboratory 1nstruction and the time of day that laboratory

instruction was offered: on]y during the school day, on]y outside of the

regular school day, or by a combination of time 1ncorporating both

35




' . ‘ - * 4

R 26
in-school and out-of-school times.  Results of this analysis are'

given in Table 14. ,

TABLE 14

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE PROPORTION OF THE
COST OF DRIVER EDUCATION ATTRIBUTED TO S
LABORATORY INSTRUCTION BY THE TIME OF

THE SCHOOL' DAY THAT INSTRUCTION ‘IS OFFERED

-

~ Sourte \ df " ©MS - . Significance
Between - / _ ¢ -
groups 2 0.023 n.s.
Within | |
groups 144 0.013

Total 146 0.013

r

: Results of this tes;.indicate that there is no significanf dif-
ference 1in the cost of the driver education p?ogram*attributed to T |
'the laboratory .phase of the pfpgram between the following three scheduling
choiéés: €1) 1ab is offered-exclusively during the échoo] day; ;2)
- is offered éxc]usive]y@but of -school time; and'(3)’1ab-1s of fered both
duriﬁg"and out-of school time. [ : - -
Collectively, these ten ANOVA variations failed to substantiate

o any statistica11y significant re]ationship bgtween se]ected cost para-

meters of driver education programs or compone : thereof and regiona]

differences in the State of IT1linois, -size of roTtgynt in driver edu--
cation or attendence at the sample school, or in the type of laboratony

s 1nsﬁ¥uction_gﬁfered : -

M“_”‘*“3313““f"
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Multiple Rearession Analysis

The stepwise multiple regression ana]ysi§ was used Fo determine |
the maximum statistically significant dearee of shared variance between’/
the per capita cost of driver education and the financial, geographical,
and program variables.o% this study. A summary is given in Table 15. ~ s
‘ Per capita cost for driver &ducation was the dependent variable.
_The following independent Qariables vere submitted for analysis: |
(1) I0E Pegion '
(2) Laboratory instruction method
Tfmg of laboratory instruction

& @)
(éki' (4) Enroliment: enrollment in driver education, total ADA A

1.
AVANES 8

(5) Pupil-teacher ratio

(6) Class size

(7) Laboratory depreciation of equipment

(8) tLaboratery maintenance expenditure \
: ' . (9) Cla;sroom'supply expenditure. - o

(10) Depréciation on special construction

(11) Hoqif ?f classroom instruction

(12) Hours. of 1aboratory instruction

(13) Mean expenditure per pupﬂ‘&he school education program
0

. (14) Peréent of teacher/adminis r time allotted to administration
A and supervision of driver education - . ‘ ‘

(15) Percent of classroom exnenditures attributed to salary
(16) percent of course expenditures attijuted to classroom instruction

(17) percent of course expenditures attribufed~to laboratohy“
- instruction '

) v : “ /
A . ) s
" . . . . ih ;
. .
-

37
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TABLE 15

%
MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANﬁLYSIS
PER CAPITA COST WITH SELECTED -
FINANCIAL, GEOGRAPHICAL, AND PROGRAM VARIABLES

r

. f ) )
Source df. ) Signifieant
e Regression = 10 3446.401 .05
Resfdual . - 132 ~ 570.538 |
.RZ = 0.31395 |
" Adjusted R2 = 0.26395 Standard Error = 23.886
i Variables in the qu‘tion .
Variable B BETA - Std. Error B P
PERLSL 0.83427 . 0.25861 0.23674 12.419 -
D, " 10.39076 0.17616 4184484 4.600.
' MEXPST 0.05061  0.53902  0.01177 7 18.489
ASVAL -0.00021  -0.23981 - 0.00012 3.228
I, ' 25.02786 0.25046 7.87734 10.095
LBOPRT '=0.00644  -0.24290 0.00227 8.060
ENROLLMENT -0.00080  -0.17959 0.00042 ‘ 3.675
CLHRS 0.44250 0.13010 0.25932 . 2.912
PRCSPV " 0.21941 0.13338 0.13212 2.758
L, 14.83361  0.11552 9.45670 | 2.456%

Constant -35. 03935

% significant (.05) ‘ | . : : -
38 . .




! (18) Percent of course expenditurvs -attributed to adndni!tration
and supervision s

(lQQ-Enrollment 10 the classroom nhase, and

(20) Enrollment in the lahoratorv phase.

The first variable to enter the equation was the percent of laboratory

_ expendi tures attributed to salarv“(PERLSL). This variable was found to ’
have the strqpoest'correlation'u;th petr-capita cost. The second variable
to enter the equation was that of laboratory ifnstruction providbd afl
clusively during school hours (D). The third variable was the' mean
expenditure per puoil in the school for the educational program (MEXPST)
The fourth variable was. assessed valuation per pupil (ASVAL). - The fifth
variable was IOE Region 6 (I6). The sixth statistically significant i
variable was laboratory operating expenditure (LBOPRT). The seventh
variable was the size of the driver.education program (ENROLL) The
efght was the number of hou:s of classroom instruction (CLHRS) The ninth
*was supervision allotted to driver education (PRCSPV) A1l other. o
variables did not contribute statisticalJy significant value to the

| sharedczaria e in this regression equation. The totai amount of sta-
tistically’si ificant shared variance (RZ) in this study was thirty-

" one percent.” The adjusted RZ vas 10.26395. .
- The negative sign of the beta weight of three of the variables
(assessed valuation, lab operating exoenditure and enrollment) indicate
that theSe three variables are negatively correlated with per capita

cost in this study. The implicatfons. of this inverse relationship
imust be viewed in conjunction with the emergence of Illinois Region 6
as a statistically significant varfable in this eauation. Regfon 6
has among the highest assessed valuatioﬂ average in the state, the
Towest class and lab enrollmdﬂ!“ the highest'per capita total and lab
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'»costs‘anoinumber of 1abthours (See Table 2).. It wou]d seem that in spite ‘
of the fact that Region 6 had the lowest 1aboratory operat1ng expen-'_ .
énture, when the expend1ture is conS1dered in conJunct1on with the extreme
number of hours of 1ab 1nstruct1on and the per cap1ta cost, the regression
equation generates a negative weight to Iaboratory operating»expense. ,‘
. Thellon enr011ment'and high assessed valuation are more readi1y apparent‘
. | 1n Reg1on 6. o ii - T ”;" T
4 The mu1t1p1e regress1on ana#’Sis suggests that severaI of the B
var1ab1es hypothes1zed to be of influence on the per. cap1ta cost of ftv
o dr1ver education may be overshadowed by character1st1cs of the driuer
education program and of the school d1str1cts, The dom1nance of PERLSL )
(percentage of 1aboratory expend1ture attr1buted to salary) suggésts that
' sa1ary is the most powerfu1 1nf1uence on dr1ver educat1on proqram;costs._~
The re]at1ve posttion of PERLSL to exc1us1ve use of’reguIar schoo] t1me for
Iaboratory dinstruction and to mean expend1ture per pupi] for the educatioﬁ
program suggests that the 1argest amount of change 1n,the pe; capita cost
of driver education might be governed by tée;fact that,(§o a degree, oriverl
education is a labor-intensive program, R | ’ h

The statistical significance oflthe meah expendi ture pergpupiI for

the eﬁucat1ona1 program.in. the school suqqests that this character1stic

ve a sizea 'le 1nF’lué'hce ori a'l'l pnbgram costs
,’

within the school. .Components of the mean eibend1ture va]ue 1nc1ude

<.

the salary schedu]e for the school district, and more 1mportant1y, the

of school operation may

relative position of the teachers on that sa]ary schedu]e ‘ . :“.
It is suggested that schoo] policy makers carefu11y scrut1nize

the mean expenditure per pupil for the educational program in the school,

40 -~
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the‘proportion of'expenditures'attribhted to laboratory ﬁhstruction; |
._add the time of the schoo] dayvor year that Taboratory instruction is
provided. An ana]ysis of these -variabTes  can he]p to determine whether
dr1ver education costs are out of the ord1nary and whether they couﬁd
be changed

Conc]usi_ons and Reconnn‘endations ‘ o C -

o
' ®

< On the basis’ of the statistical treatment of the data uti]ized

in th1s study the following conclus1ons appear warranted

~

(1) The variation in per capita cost of driver was not
430 ) s

s1gn1f1cant]y re]ated to the nom1na{.d varﬁab]es 1n

this study ¢

1nc1ud1ng assessed va]uation and mean expend1ture per pupi]
for the total educationa] program in the school .appear, to
1ﬂ¥1uence the per capita cost of dr1ver education prﬁgrams

The 1mp11cations of the study appear to be as fo]]ows

. ey

(1) LSchools should program driver education Iaboratory 1nstrdctioh;

ranges unvch use feu cars at a time do not const1tute cost~

efficient use. of fac111t1es

“the simulator and driving range reported by Seals and.McDaniei
and others were not found in this study. However the use of
these instructional methods, considered with the decision to

.provide Taboratory instruction during or outside the regular

. 41
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equipmant and facilities.for'maximum utility;,,Simuiator units .

wh1rh remdin vacant during instruction and multiple-car driving .

(2) Significant differences in cost resulting from the use of :?}g};-



s¢hool hours appears to relate to the ner capita cost of
driver education. School off1C1a1s\§hou1d not expect a
guaranteed change in the cost per pupil simply by the addition
of a simulator or ‘range system. The fu11.ntilization of the
Iab fac1lit1es must be schedu]ed appropriately to rea11ze a
change in the cost per pupil for 1nstruct1on " ‘
(3) Differences 1n laboratory salary expend1tures appear to be
related to laboratory 1nstruct1ona1 method regardless of
‘whether laboratory schedule is considered or not. Simulator
use appears to reduce per cap1ta cost of 1ab instruction
_'>":’ and of total course cost be]ow the mean value of those tWO .
‘measures_for this study. If the enro]]ment in dr1ver education
‘1s'1arge enough, the use of the simulator and range in a four-
phase program appears substantia]iy to reduce per capitaicost.
Use of the Squ1ator appears to reducg sa]aﬁy expenditure per
pupil if the faci]ity is scheduled td'a]]ow full utilization

_of the ]earn1ng stations p

L1m1tat1ons of this Study

The following factors represent‘1initations in the”interpretation
of the f1ndings and conciu51ons of th1s study
(1) The experience :and academ1c preparation of ‘the dr1ver educat1on
teachers in this study was not determined. ‘However, teacher
" salary renains the largest identifiable component of per -

capita cost.

(2) There was a limited number (7) of range programs in the

42




33

" study. - Also the sample was not stratified by region.
Region 6 had only- 12 schoo]s o ‘
‘ (3) The apparent inab111ty of sgme school officials to differ-
‘ri ' entiate between the categories of the reimbursement claim
,'form (Appendix B) may have led to some bias in the study.
ST Several schools. noted no expenditure ,for categories for
‘- which most other schools made claim. ®

‘fRecommendations for Further Study’

The need for uniform definitions and accounting procedures-in

reimbursenent clains became'apparent in this stydy. Som areas for
additiona] research may be nroposed:. t“ﬁﬁnu.;y
(1) Data verified for accuracy by a certified accounting firm.
(2) Similar stud1es incorporating the local salary scale and
' sa]ary level of the driver education teachers.

"' o (3)AStudies‘to determine the relative cost of other courses-in
the high school curriculum for purposes of comparison wi th
driver education costs. . ‘

(4)ﬁStudies incorporating commercia]“driving’schools which
contract to provide driver education,
.. (5) Long-term studies of driver education program costs spanning
moré than one sch001 year,
(6) A study of a method to provide reimbursement based on the
degree of effectiveness of the program. .
* (7) A study of cost- benefit of driver education.
(8) Comparativngtudies of driver education costs in I]]inois

and in neighboring states.
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Po]ic}_Recommendations.

On the badis .of data'analys{g and of intuitive judgement, the
following policy recommendations %or local schéo] officiéis are
offered: a - . o

- (1) School officials should develop and impTement program |
' -acc;untihg procedures to monitor the cost of driver education .
% u rp;;;;;;sﬂonréhﬁahtinuing basis; - ’ ‘
| (2) The améunt of time allotted to admfnistration,and supervision
of driver education p:%%g?ﬁs ;hou]d be incrégsed and utilized
to allow districts thfvii?r;monitor the use of facilities and
equipment and staff’éqﬁeduf%ﬁ@ toﬁpnqmo;g“iggrggsedégffﬁggen;g;;;ﬁg;}
and accuracy of reports. ' ‘
(3) Schools with large enrd]]menfs'iﬁ'driver'edUCatipn (>337;
’see p. 12).shou1d consider whatever economies’ could be made
; : by the addition of the simulator and/or range. These 5651t10ns _
also offer means of increased variety of teaching methodologies.
Careful schedﬁiing is necessary to provide maximum utilization
of' staff, equipment; and time. |
. Final po]fcyvrecommenddfions are offered to the I11inois Office of
Educa;ion: |
© (1) The dlaim for rémeUrsement'féFm éﬁbhf&mﬁé"ﬁaa??ﬁéd"tohbbféfhw"A” :
more information.‘ Suggested additjopal fnfbrmation items 5
are: salary of each driver education teacher; proportion of
teacher's time assigned to driver'gducation; hour&y salary
of teachers who provide instruction outside the régu]ar |

Koo
school day; number of teachers and students in*summer '

‘programs, . 44




. -‘r '\ . ' . : » I X . ’ .‘ .
L";' ' : v '

(2) The State fo?ce should make de11berate attempts to convince
local school off1c1a1s of the need for full and accurate ‘
information on the c1a1m for reimbursement forms. The 1mp11ed ,3
or stated threat of withholding payment as a possible outcome
of falsz or deliberately iocomplete claim form should be car-
S - ried out 'if such 1nfraction of the state regulations occur.
(3).A formal study of the costs of dr1ver education should be =~
made annually ‘and published as a chapter of the Report of . |
the Super1ntendent of Education Such report should include ’

9

comparison of the cost of driver educat1on with the cost of othgr

‘N

subJects\anq/or programs in the public h1gh,school currﬁculum._=

w2 - ' ’ -
¢ . ot
. « N .
e v I
SR T ‘ - - :
R £ e . \ ' . .
2 S e
& e ] , 4 o |
. =N oo 2 . . \ . .
' ’ - - . ot - ’ A
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o STATE OF ILLINOIS ,
. ' OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
Driser Education Act MICHAEL J. BAKALIS, SUPERINTZNDENT

of 1957. amended 1971 . Safetvaducahon Section
' - J16 South Second Street
. . . Springfield, Iilinois 62706
' o APPENDIX 8
’ ‘ DRIVER EDUCATION CLAIMS FOR REIMBURSEMENT

INSTRUCTIONS: Complete and submit all 4 cupies 10 vour Superintendensy, Educational Service Region by August 10. He win
Pk enpy, return the green copy 1o the Clerk of the Schouol District, and submit 2 whire €opies 1o the above address by August 28

.
~

County nf _ Schoo! Codo-ﬁlumber(s)
Vame of School District i : District Numb
2 { . - :
Address < : - ~2ip Code
] All pupils iebresented in this claim have been reported on either the Form OSP! 3402 or 3403. -, . . -
2 All pupils listed in this claim were eligible for the course by reason of residence in the district or attendance in a High School in the District.
3. All pupils listed qualitied under age’requirements outlined ‘in the Act. ) R o
4. Al pupils claimed were instructed by qualified Driver Education Instructors. ' - * )
.1 Al pupils listed have finished a course consisting of 8 minimum of 30 clock hours of classroom ‘instruction snd/pr 6 clock hours of practice driving,
[ All eligible persons requesting instruction were enrolled in the course within & reasonable perwod of time
7 In the foliowing listing of itarms of o8, the costs of classroom instruction and the costs of practice driving sre separated - 9
. ftems of Direct Cost: . CLASSROOM PRACTICE DRIVING
.'_‘}“:a.Teacher'sSalarv_.............._. ..... peiee. § S
~b. Administration and supervision . ... ... .. e [ $
" ¢ Depreciation of equipment . ..., .. ... ... ... s $ .
d. Rental costs LR criee .. 8 )
e. Maintenance costs T e, . 8
f. Operatingcogts ........... ... R $
9. Insuranée costs R $ $ . .
. h. Supplies ... .. ... R I R $ :
i. Depreciation on special constbuction .. PR $ : p,
§- In-service training of teachers ° .. oo Seee e, LD - s . ' by
k. Other direct costs T $ . $ :
......... SRR TIPS JU ; $ . -~
I. Total Direct Costs .......... .. e, $+ . $
Average No. of clock hours of instruction per student . . . T : ' ,
Total student clock hours ... ... . .. . . Wl - '
ltem 9 divided by Item 8 (whole students),. . ...... s a n
ftem 7.1 divided by Item 10 (per fapita cost) ..., ., - 8 $
Number of eligible students claimed as reported . . .. . )
ltem 12 multiplied by Item 11 , ., ., e e, s $ .. .
Itern 12 muttiplied by $1Q.0r $40 ‘210 tor ,‘E";;;"gggmmgﬁ . S : : R
CLAIM (Smaller of item 13 &r 14) ..., I, S $ : B, 2%
TOTAL CLAIM (Sum of twodotals in Irem 15) .. ... o S $ L
AFFIDAVIT , Co .
FE OF ILLINOIS, COUNTY.OF ' . . LS
. . o | I
We, the undersigned do solemnly swear (or affirm) that the foregoing statements are true to the best of our knowledge
belief, : , : . ‘
Signature of Chief School Administrator Signature of President or Acting President ~
Subscribed and sworn to in my presence by the above affiants on this______day of , 197
]
Notary Public = County
_ : 40 ,
YWED AND FIILED 19 o O
\‘L —
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o ; EXPLANATIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS - p

«
~

Yois theim will be paid in one payment after October 1, through the Superlntendént, Edhgiio‘ml Scrvica Region. Claims not
yudmitted cotrectly on schedule must be denied in as much as the payments from the Driver Education Fund ars required to be

pronated. - ‘ .4
T #astructions below relate to the preparing and fjling of the below-listed form.,

" (The number preced bt explanation ot instruction below is identical fo the numbered item in OSPI 34-04 to which
& S related.) - 3 ‘ ‘

‘.
'

Fvem I3 ~ THE QUALIFYING AGE FOR PRACTICE DRIVING IS 15 YEARS. THE CLASSROQM PART OF THE COURSE MAY BE STARTED
PRIOR TO THE AGE OF 15 ONLY AS P‘Eamrﬁrso UNDER SECTION 3 OF THE AMENDED DRIVER EOUCATION ACT. ALL
STUDENTS REPORTED IN THIS CLAIM MYST HAVE COMPLETED CLASSROOM OR LABORATORY INSTRUCT{ON OR BOTH WiTHIN
THE PRESENT FISCAL YEAR ascmnmu{:uu 1 ANO ENDING JUNE 30. CLAIMS MAY NOT BE MADE FOR STUDENTS WHO
COMPLETE LABORATORY INSTRUCTION MORE THAN TWELVE MONTHS AFTER COMPLETIOM OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCT tON.
1 ”

Ot J% ~ SELF-EXPLANATORY. . : . \ .

®v@n IS -/ PUPILS REPORTED IN THE CLAIM MUST HAVE COMPLETED A MINIMUM OF 30 CLOCK HOURS OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCT1ON
OR 6 CLOCK HOURS OF PRACTICE DRIVING OR BOTH. (START OF CLASSROOM COURSE 18 PREREQUISITE TO STARY

‘OF PRACT ICE DRLVING.)

[ )¢, ] “ - |A scHooL OI§TRICT OFFERING A COURSE WMICH -iS TO BE REIMBURSED 8Y THE STATE MUST ACCEPT AS A srubEN'r IN
] ORIVER EDUCATION ANY ELIGIBLE RESIOENT OF THE scHOOL DISTRICT BETWEEN THE AGES OF 15 sAND 21 OR ANYONE

ATTENDING HIGH SCHOOL IN THE DISTRICT.
/7

vD1 7 - To FICURE THE PER CAPITA COST FOR EITHER THE CLASSROOM PART OR THE PRACTICE DRIVING PART OF 'THE cm}ns:,
INCLUDE ALL STUDENTS WHO FINISHEO THE COURSE, OROPPED OUT OF THE COURSE, ARD -THOSE WHO REGISTERED LATE
IN THE COURSE. ONLY THOSE PUPILS WHD ARE REGISTERED IN THE COURSES FUR WHECH REIMBURSEMENT 1S TO 8E
CLAIMED SHDUQD B8E INCLUDED 4N THE c0ST. NO EXPENDITURES -INCIDENTAL TD THE aOULT PROGRAM ARE TO BE FiG=
URED INTO THE COST EXCEPT FOR THOSE STUDENTS WHD QUAXIFY FOR THE REIMBURSABLE PROGRAM, THE COST INCle
OENTAL TD THE CLASSRDOM PART OF THE COURSE ANO THE PRACTICE DRIVING PART OF THE COURSE MUST BE F IGURED
SEPARATELY SINCE THERE S A SEPARATE REMBURSEMENT FOR EACH. . ) o
6. Figure a percentage of the teacher's salsary for each phase of the ciurce. Extra aalary for after
school, Saturday, or summer work should be’ added to the regular tescher's salary in determining -
these costs. - - ' ) '

~

b. This item refers to direct departmental adminiatration or supervision. . Larger school" districts may
have a full-or part-time administrator or supervisor for the Oriver Education Department.

€. |f.depreciation of driver education equipment owned by the school district is listed, & schedule for
depreciation should be set up and refsined in the school files, The schedule is not required to ba
submitted with the claim, Automobile depreciation should be figured at a maximum rate of 208
annually, Simulator installations should:be figured at a maximum of 203% annually. Other items of
equipment should be figured at a maximum of 10% annuall Items on the deprecistion schedule will
~includes depreciation of the item, date acquired, cost ht date acquired, rate of depreciation’
chfrged this year, and tot31 depreciation to date of thip report,

d. Thia eay include sutomobile andfor other items used in the program, - ) ’ ‘.
¢. Coat of maintenance, repairs, junitorial services, mechanic's salary, etc., may be ‘included.

f. Coata exclusive of teacher's salary, including automobiles and other itens used for driver education,
are chargesble. ‘ . - *

9. Collision and liability eutomobile insurance may be included if it la purchased for driver education.

h. Instructional and other sbpplies uaed in the course may be charged.

§. Buildings or specially constructed facilities for driver education may be included in the per capita
coat. This may include garages, surfaced driving randes, and classroom facilities. A depreciation
schedule should be set up and retainéd on file in the school office. The schedule need not be syb-
@ittéd withfa claim. Depreciation for surfaced driving facilities will be figured at a maximum rate
of 103 annually. Other =zpecial construction will be aepreciated at a maximum annual \atc of 5%. N

ftems in the schedule should be the same as in 7c. B ’

Je Include any cost borne by the Board of Education for the inservice treining of teachers,
ke Other legitimate costs in provdMing the course may be listed and explained here.

1. This total does not include direct costs such as overall administratiom and supervision,

Q ‘ T -/;
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. _STATE OF ILLINOIS : o
OFFICE OF THE SUPERTNTENDENT OF PUELIC INSTRUCTION ;
'RAY PAGE, SUPERINTENDENT

° _ Department of Safety Edycation (Driver Education) ’E 42
- 325 South Fifth Street :
Springfield, Illinois 62706 . '
'DRIVER EDUCATION VISITATION REPORT
. By' ' L Date_ _
School (3) (4)___ " " Dist.__. County
-Address ' - | County Supt. v
ChiefMAdm. - __+Principal 3 T
Or. Educ. Supv. ‘ ' N -'Supv. qualifications
Time assigped to Supv. * % Data processing for f;ling
Curriculum guide for clas;room; ’ Practice Driving ' 4“;,
'Clain Form Gombents . Pnroll 9__lo__11__12__ T
Board of Education Policles_ .~ - . 3 — '

CLASSROOM COURSE .

Grade quel How Scheduled: P.E. _ Sep. Other Credit__ -

When Offered No, Sec: ' Class Size ' Total Enrollment

Period _Min. No.Wks. —Total 'Pds. Cl. Hrs.__Code Req.
Reim. : _Extended School Day ‘ | ‘ . - - . h—NMMS:
Private School Pupils - How : | “

‘ Hhefe ' -
'Out or‘Schpbl Youth Classroom_" Labo}ato:y
SUMMER OR OTHER PROGRAM N ‘
CLPd.____Min..No.’WRs.____Clock Hra, | Enrollment No. Classes___
CLASSROOM FACILITIES ~ Classroon Locatton "
Seat Cap. . Bull, Bd. . Storage Space A: | .
Rééordé,xept" Text " o _;i _Yr. Pub ‘
Ref. Used - T.S.__ s 59

°°"cho. Text F.V. R, D. Gr,. S. Demo Equip. Audiovisual —_—




EYaRe

LABORATORY INSTRUCTION - Regular SchodT Day

Grade How Scheduledt Concurrent ”Consec; ' — Split .

Amt:.. Cr._Enroll _No.Teachers i Periods — . _Min, No, Wks

No. In Car Clock He'S, © __Obs, Time | - Othor iv
Simulator Make = | No. Units. L Rat:lo u ' "fi .' _
'Ranée _ No. Units ‘ ___Ratio | |

Extended School Day

Private School Pupils - How

When_ : v.t

- o= : Where v e ' » .
Out oi‘ éohool Youth. Classfoom 4 o Laboratory .
Lab Per:lod _ __ Min. No. Wks. ____No. in Car__Clock Hre.
Obs. Time Laboratory Enrollment " Method of Paying Salary:
MOTORCYCLE- PROGRAM - | , 3
Legal requirements _ Special Classroom : spoc. s Llab, :lnatr. :
PROGRAM FOR HANDICAPPED Physically Mentally __ hard of Hearing .. .17
Classroom : Laooratory . _Deaf, %’
VOCATIONAL PROGRAM Trucks - _Canping trailers: . Othe;-
ADULT PROCRAM Cialséroom . Laboratory Fee - . '

o

DUAL CONTROL_VEHICLES Total No. Purchase___- Loan Rental Fee_

EA” ST

Automatic Gearshift ___Side "Mirror"L.R. Inside Seat Belts 0,2 1.,6

. 'First Atd____ Fire Extinguisher Shoulder Harness Used . . '

‘ Ident. Rear : Toir Front__ Insurance P.L. P.D. : Med. _M . e .
Color of ident, Car Care ,. |
Automobile use , ‘ _ "

A | 53 |
: o, "

'y



